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HUMAN CLONING PROHIBITION ACT/Cloture, motion to proceed

SUBJECT: Human Cloning Prohibition Act of 1998 . . . S. 1601. Lott motion to close debate on the motion to proceed.

ACTION: CLOTURE MOTION REJECTED, 42-54

SYNOPSIS:  Asintroduced, S. 1601, the Human Clanirohibition Act of 1998, wilprohibit the use of somatic cell nuclear
transfer technolgy for the purpose of human clonm It will also prohibit the inportation of cloned human

embros createdypsomatic cell nuclear transfer. Violators of thpeghibitions will be sufect to criminalpenalties of p to 10
years inprisonment and offuto $250,000 in fines. Civpenalties will gply as well, includig the forfeiture of an profits gained
from this type of clonirg. The bill will also establish the National Bioethics Commission, which wilpipeiated ty the bpartisan
corgressional leaderghi The commission wilprovide an indpendent forum for broagublic participation and discourse
concernitg important bioethical issues, includjrcloning. Members of Cogress and members of the Executive Branch will not
be allowed to serve on the commission. The commission wiltréo Comgress annuajl No prohibition will be placed orplant
or animal clonig researchgene therpy research, or similagenetic research that does not involve the creation of human clones
using somatic cell transfer (which is the tealre that was recegtlised to clone a sh@eFinally, the bill will make the followig
finding: "Congress finds that in order fwevent the creation of a cloned human individual thhasomatic cell nuclear transfer
technola@y, it is right andproper to prohibit the creation of cloned human e that would never have thpportunity for
implantation and that would therefore be created gdtglresearch that would ultimaydead to their destruction.”

On Februay 5, 1998, Senator Lott, for himself and others, moved to close debate on the muticedd to the bill. Genergll
those favorig the motion to invoke cloture favored the bill; thogpasing the motion pposed the bill.

NOTE: A three-fifths mpority (60) vote is rquired to invoke cloture.

Those favoringthe motion to invoke cloture contended:

"And he formed man of the dust of theund, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became adiviri

(See other side)

YEAS (42) NAYS (54) NOT VOTING (4)
Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats
(42 or 78%) (0 or 0%) (12 or 22%) (42 or 100%) ) ©)

Abraham Hagel Bennett Akaka Inouye Warner? Bryan#N
Allard Hatch Campbell Baucus Johnson Levin-?
Ashcroft Helms Chafee Biden Kennedy Reid*
Bond Hutchinson Collins Bingaman Kerrey
Brownback Hutchison Jeffords Boxer Kerry
Burns Inhofe Lugar Breaux Kohl
Coats Kempthorne Mack Bumpers Landrieu
Cochran Kyl Roth Byrd Lautenberg
Coverdell Lott Smith, Gordon  Cleland Leahy
Craig McCain Snowe Conrad Lieberman
D'Amato McConnell Specter Daschle Mikulski
DeWine Murkowski Thurmond Dodd Moseley-Braun
Domenici Nickles Dorgan Moynihan
Enzi Roberts Durbin Murray
Faircloth Santorum Feingold Reed
Frist Sessions Feinstein Robb
Gorton Shelby Ford Rockefeller EXPLA.N.ATION. OF ABSENCE:
Gramm Smith, Bob Glenn Sarbanes 1—Official Business
Grams Stevens Graham Torricelli 2—Necessarily Absent
Grassley Thomas Harkin Wellstone 3—lliness
Gregg Thompson Hollings Wyden 4—Other

SYMBOLS:
AY—Announced Yea
AN—Announced Nay
PY—Paired Yea
PN—Paired Nay

Compiled and written by the staff of the Republican Policy Committee—Larry E. Craig, Chairman
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And the biotechnolgy researcher said, "Let me make men yimage, after ny or my customer's likeness, and let me have
dominion over them, formreparts, and for eperiments, and for gnrmonstrosig | may desire to inflict." Genesis is bgnewritten
and maw of our collegues are jpplaudirg or are standipparalyzed ly the old, evil claim that the efdstifies the means. Cancer,
diabetes, and all other known ailmentsyrba cured, and man maven become immortal if Brave-New-World researchers are not
stagpped from creatig, mutatirg, and destrging new human lives in order to devpleatments for others. Medical science is
advanciig. A she@ has been cloned, and at least one scientist in Ametjisat$& his immediate intention to use fitecess used
on the sheeto clone a human, and heyséhe knows of at least ten clinics in the United States that gee teahep him. The
cloning of the shep, however, did not mengkreate the immediate dgar that immoral researchers in the United States will rush
to create human clones to be born; it also created the immedigée theat thg will rush to create them, in asseptihe fashion,
for medical eperiments in which thewill be created and then executed for theinbpakts.

This debate is overdue, and isyohe of mag that we believe Senators are mgrébund to have. The current situation in
America is that there are no effective restrictions gnnascent Dr. Frankensteins. Scientists arg mising and matchig animal,
and humangenetic materials. Human bggare created ipetri dishes § lab technicians--embpos, but we all once were ergbs.

All we have done igrow andget older. If these new humans are ldkey may be inplanted in a mother's womb and live. Others
may be exyerimented pon; maybe a littlepoison will be added to see if most of grewing human can be killed, lea\gperhas
only stem cells forgecialized heart muscles, which will continue to npljti Those remnant cells of what wagrawing human
being, before he or she was delibergtdestryed, mg then be used as trahant tissue fopele with heart diseaspele
obviousl who did not have the misfortune of bgitreated in a scientist's laboratéo be turned into medical gplies. "Bone of
my bone, flesh of mflesh,” medical cannibals have creayed for a selfish world.

No legal limits exist as to what can be done, and medical science isgrsavigoidly that there will soon be nwactical limits.
The immediate, moral dgar is that scientists mgastart producirg hundreds or thousands of cloned human gogyrfor
implantation, eperimentation, gareparts, or ag other horrifing use thg may desire. As science advancegerimenters, thragh
trial and repeated fatal error, wiljradualy extend the legth of time the are able to kgealive, in vitro, agrowing human beig.

In the not too distant future, we gnavell have children runngaround who were not born, but were decanted. Ipahél-birth
abortion debate of the future, will Senators lgrigag that as log as ony the baly's bod is lifted out of the bottle, but the head
is still submeged, it is accptable to take that bats life? We will somedareach thegpoint that it will bepossible to create a new
human life without usig existirg life. When scientists are able to take the basic DNA bugildiocks, and@ice them tgether from
dust to recreate humayjtshould thg? Would it be desirable, for instancegtmeticaly ergineergeniuses wittperfectphysical
health angre-selectegbersonalities? The Nazis had that dream.

Members usuajl spend their time debatinmonegy. Still, they are forced at times to debate much morpartant issues,
particularly abortion, whictgo to fundamental beliefs about what it is to be human. Most Members have decided their views on
abortion lory ago. The most fanaticallpro-choice Members take care never tpregs ag sympathy for a baly before he or she
is born. To them, an unborn haimust be called a fetus, and a woman mustydave the ght to s§ whether or not that fetus
will be killed. They repeat the Spreme Court's edict on abortion, whichtrege aware allows abortiorghit up to the moment of
birth. The Court decided an unborn pai the second or third trimester has some limitghts, but the woman'sghits, such as
the right not to suffer emotional distress, alwaverride the baks right to live.

Pro-abortion Senators will notjgness ag shock or dismaat theprogect of creatig humans in vitro for gperimentation and
destruction. Decades pfo-abortion rhetoric have conditioned them toydarny human feeligs they may have for unborn babies.
If they were to admit that babies created outside of a mother had human value, thveouidehave to admit that tiidnad human
value when thgwere inside a mother, which theno-abortion rhetoric will never allow them to do. Thereforey #ngpress ony
excitement at all of the wonderful benefits that could come frquarérents on cloned human emibs. Thg have introduced a
bill, the Feinstein/Kennegdbill, that will ban ony the inplantation, temorarily, of cloned babies into women's wombs. The bill
was not offered out of grconcern for the cloned babies. Instead, our aplieshave noted that it took the researcher who cloned
the shep neary 300 tries before he succeeded iplenting a cloned emiyo that resulted in a heajttamb. The have talked ol
about how trgic it would be for a woman to be misled into thirkimow effective this method would be, when in realit it
succeeded at all, she would likdlave a bapwith severe mental gahysical problems. The Feinstein/Kennedill will allow
scientists to do unlimited human clogiexperiments in their test tubes. \innocent babies tlyecreate will not be implanted; in
fact, it will be illegal togive them a chance to live yBaw, the Feinstein/Kenngadill will allow the creation of innocent human
life for experimentalpurposes, but oy on the condition that the scientistemise thg will discard those innocent lives onceythe
are done with their geriments (assumthe exeriments themselves do not kill them). A few of our colless, thankfulf, seem
to think that even if clonpwere safe and effective there are still other moral concerns; others sggnwitla the Food and Dagu
Administration'sposition that thg should be tepporarily banned, until theare safe and effective.

The Bond/Frist/Grgg bill, in contrast, will stp, immediate}, all human somatic cell transferpgeximents. In rproduction, the
nuclear material from argg combines with the nuclear material fronparsn to create aygote, ageneticaly new individual. The
cell created from that combination is "mmtent,” meanig that the naturaprocess for it will be taggrow into a corpletely
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differentiated adult. Each cell in that adult's pedll contain an exact DNA qay of the nucleus of that @inal cell. The on}
natural cell that is tgpotent is from rproduction. In the shgecloning experiment, the nuclear material from an adult gheayg

was removed and wasptaced with the nucleus taken from another of thatgeells. The result was an unnatwyralieated
totipotent gote that was an exactoreduction, or clone, of the adult sipe®ne medical researcher, whom no one denies has the
technical epertise to do so, has alrgashid that he intends todie usirg the same techauies with humans, and he knows of at
least ten laboratories that argeato assist him. We would not be at allgised if experiments were alregdunderwg, either ly

him or by others. The main researgioups, which have invested a lot of mgrend stand to make fortunes with medical research
from human clonig, promise orny that "at this time" thewill not yet tiy to clone a "child." Does that mean ytHavor clonirg
humans and gerimentirg on them, as lapas thg do not reach thega that thg call a "child?" Further, that weak, voluntaand
temporaly moratorium does nopaly to eveyone. The dager of human clonigis not in the distant future--it is immediate.yAn
Senator who s& we need more time to siudnd debate the issue beargabllity for experiments that occur in the meantime.

Many pro-life Senators have been misled into beliguimat the Bond/Frist bill will stp stem cell research. The reglis that
it will allow such research to continygpvided it did not involve the deliberate creation and destruction of humagsh&lhcells
in a human bogcontain exact qoes of the DNA from the aginal totipotent cell. Thogh the DNA is the same, the cells take gnan
different pecialized forms. Thosepscialized cellypes cannoproduce othenypes of cells. Oneype of cell, thogh, canproduce
mary different yypes of pecialized cells, but not an entire human keifhis type of 'pluripotent” cell, called a "stem cell," is
undifferentiated, meangit is not pecialized. Medical researchers arepniaterested in usmstem cells to treat a varyedf medical
problems. Oneype of stem-cell treatment--bone marrow tgdastation--has alregdbeen in use for maryears. Those trapknts
result in theproduction of a whole host of differenyfoes of white blood cells, red blood cells, gfatelets. Stem-cell research holds
greatpromise for treatig a variey of genetic and other ailments. The National Bioethics AdyiSammmission (NBAC), which
was createdypPresident Clinton to stydhe issue of human clorgrand to make recommendations, came to the follgkay
conclusion on stem-cell research: "Because of ethical and moral concernsyatsedde of emlos for researcpurposes, it
would be far more desirable topare the direct use of human cells of adulgiorito produce pecialized cells or tissues for
tranglantation intopatients." The NBAC further recommended more animpkgrients to learn better thpeocesses of cell
differentiation, and noted that, "Another stgptéor cell-based thepges would be to idengfmethods ¥ which somatic cells could
be de-differentiated and re-differentiated glaparticularpath. This would eliminate the need to use cells obtained fromyembr
We add that there is never such a "need"; it is nesgtifiable to create a medical treatment thgtines the destruction of an
innocent human life. Such treatments should not be dmaloeriod. Comgress' moral obdjation is to rguire researchers who are
pursuirg stem-cell thengies to come piwith means ofjaining stem cells that do not involve the destruction of innocent human lives.
Researchers who violate such a basic mpriaciple should be imrisoned (this billprovides such criminapenalties; the
Feinstein/Kennegbill just inposes civilpenalties, and thogenalties ont goply for implanting a human emlyo that its ponsors
believe should be destred instead). We do not dethat an easway for researchers tget human stem cells is to create a new
human life, allow the babto grow to thepoint that the desired cells aredgiming to devel@, and then harvest the desired stem
cells and discard the remains. Neither do wey deat Dr. Memgele and other medical monsteest andresent are able to advance
medical knowlede raidly due to their disgard for human life. We are not concerned with what is convenient for immoral
researchers; we are concerned with whapts ri

In thepartial-birth abortion debate, the American Medical Association was slow to endorse a ban; it did not act until after e
leadirg late-term abortionists admitted that it was tgtalhjustifiable toperform such abortions. Further, as pup-abortion
colleagues like tgpoint out, some medicakoups still gpose a ban opartial-birth abortions. Similayl we are sickenigly aware
of prominent and "well-rggected" medical eperts who have taken radigaliblic positions on life issues, such ayisg that
"human" should be defined asduning two days after birth, so doctors carg#dly kill infants who are born with inconvenient
mental omphysical disabilities. Oupoint is not that most doctors endorse "medipedittices that hornf most Americans; we do
not believe thg do. Most doctors are sickeney fartial-birth abortions and tlyestrorgly oppose infanticide; however, thare
reluctant to spiport laws restrictig other doctors. Instead, the medical comnyuieihds to believe that it should be trustepdiice
itself on moral and ethical issues. Franlkdn issues of human life in its eadtages, it is failirg.

Senator Frist, as we are all aware, is a world-renowneglaanhsugeon. Due to his gertise, he has been and is aware of the
immediate moral and ethical concerns that aregreised ly advances igenetic research. Lagear he chaired two Senate hegsin
on clonirg, the second of whichpscifically addressed the moral and ethicaplications of human clonim Those hearigs were
very thorowh. Eveyone, includig the biotechnolgy industy groups that hpe toprofit from human clonig advances, had an
opportunity to testify. This bill has been drafted based on his medigagmtise, those heags, and the immediate need topsto
researchers from ugjirsomatic cell transfer techngpto clone humans. Another heagiwill not result in ay new information;
it will result only in delgy. In the meantime, researchers will be free to create, and toyddstrman life usig that technolgy.
Sady, mary of our collegues have beepersuaded that further heaggare needed, so we know we will fail to invoke cloture
today. We h@e that this setback is gnienporaty. Corgress has a moral duto st human clonig. Thequestion is not whether
it is possible; it will hapen if Corgress does not act. The pmjuestion is whether Coress has the will and deceno st it.
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Those opposinghe motion to invoke cloture contended:

Argument 1:

The Biotechnolgy Industy Organization, which naresents literajl hundreds ofjienetic researchers, stgby opposes this bill.
So do numerougatient and medical researgioups. One letter sent to Members on Jan4y, 1998, that is gned ly the Gystic
Fibrosis Foundation, the Parkinson's Action Network, the AIDS Action Council, the American Dialggteiz@ion, and man
othergroups, sums p the reasons for thigpposition vey well. The letter first notes, "that it is unaptable at this time for gone
in thepublic orprivate sector, whether in a research or clinical sgttmcreate a human child ugisomatic cell nuclear transfer
technolgy." We wholeheartegilagree with that assessmentyifig to implant a cloned human enylarinto a woman's uterus would
pose numerous dgars for that woman. Our collgaes should be aware that it took 27 plants before the researcher in Scotland
finally manaed to clone Doll (the shep). The cloned DNA was from mature, adult cells, and there were countless abnormalities
and miscarriges. Obviousl, there is a lot to learn abogetting adult DNA to workproperly in an embyo. Further, even if a
scientist succeeded @getting a cloned fetus tgrow inside a woman, we would not know whgie of physical or develpmental
disabilities the resultopcloned bap might end g havirg. Due to the medical uncertainties, the Food andj Bdministration has
alreaq asserted authoyibver human clonimp The FDA has said it will notogrove such clonig until it has beeproven to be safe
and effective. Therefore, the bapremise of our collegues--that we need to rushjtaigment on this issue because if we do not
researchers will attephto clone humans--is false. The FDA has alyeacted. Some of us think that even if it eveniuslimade
safe and effective there will still be some moral considerations. For instance, will there be restrictions oy Whaloaed?
Obviousy Americans will not pprove of the clonig of thousands of Adph Hitlers or other villains of histgr The second njar
point made i the letter is that, "Pogricrafted Igislation to ban the clongnof human beigs ma put at risk biomedical research."”
In particular, and thipoint has been made to ugiearl evely medical researafjroup in the county, is that the Bond/Frist/Ggg
bill threatens to sfwvery promising stem-cell research, which gnéead to cures for virtuallall ilinesses and jaries. As the
Biotechnolgy Industy Organizationpointed out in a letter to Cgress, the Bond/Frist/Gge bill will make it illegal to make a
cloned humanygote even if there is no intent tg to implant that ygote in a woman's womb to become a cloned child. The letter
furtherpoints out that creatsuch ¥gotesposes a verpromising means of creatmstem cell thenaies that are customized for
individual patients. Adults do not have mastem cells, which can differentiate infmsialized cells like skin cells or heart muscle
cells. Thus, it is difficult to harvest those cells to make cultures of new heart muscle or new skin. However, if gdotmeuittz
an adult's DNA is created, the empbmwill develg and will produce an aple sypply of stem cells that can be harvested when the
embro hasgrown sufficienty. Researchers pe to be able to create cloned human gmbmnot toproduce new humans, but to
alter them as thyggrow toproduce new skin, new nerve cells, new hearts, and other gansasind bogparts that are customized
to eachpatient. Theparts will have exacyithe same DNA so tlyawill not be rgected. We think that it would be agey if the
Senate, in its zeal to ban the creation of cloned humags@madvertenyl blocked suchpromising medical research. The rival
Feinstein/Kennegbill has a much more tgeted pproach. If our collegues allowed us to consider it, we are sure it wpaks
overwhelmimgly. Unlike the Bond/Frist bill, it would oglban inplantation of cloned emipos. Research would be unaffected, and
women's health would not lpeit at risk. Reall what is needed at thint, as is demonstrated the outcy from the medical
communiy, is a vey thorowgh debate of the issue. We need more hgarmd more consideration before we rusjutigment.
Therefore, we stragly urge our collegues to vote gainst cloture.

Argument 2:

A number ofpatient and medical researgtoups have uged us to votegainst cloture. We also have a letter from 27 Nobel
laureates ging us not to spport this bill. Their concern is that the bill will do far more than ban human gofiey tell us that
it will also greatl inhibit promising stem cell research. We have lost loved ones to such diseases as cancer, diabetes, and
Alzheimers; we do not want to stand in theywépossible cures that will save othgraple from similar fates. Thagh there have
been some heaga on clonily, there have not beenyahearimgs on theparticular lamguage of this bill. We would like for hearjs
to be held so we can reach a consensus on how to bargcamgvote is difficult for us. We gyport efforts to ban human clomgn
However, we canngiass such lgislation at the risk of sfiping promising medical research. Therefore, with reluctance, pyose
the motion to invoke cloture.



